Introduction {#Sec1}
============

With its interface position in social psychology and economics, negotiation research touches upon many areas of viable research including that of Nobel laureates such as Kahneman and Nash or renowned researchers such as Rubinstein and Ury \[[@CR24], [@CR38], [@CR70]\]. While many articles deal with some effects of power, only limited attention is paid to the actual source of this negotiation power. On the whole, most authors agree that negotiation power is the driving force, both with regard to negotiation processes and outcome \[[@CR27]\]. Still beside the most prominent source of negotiation power, alternatives, limited attention has been paid to other power sources and their interaction. That said, there is still a lack of systematic research into the drivers of bargaining power, which is reflected by Agndal et al. \[[@CR2]\] who state: "A few studies address the issue of power \[...\]." \[[@CR2], p. 11\]. However, recently several authors have looked into the variety of sources of negotiation power and their respective interdependency \[[@CR6], [@CR18], [@CR27], [@CR37]\]. At the same time, we are observing a period where negotiation experts are increasingly concerned with the abuse of power negotiations by international politicians. The Negotiation Journal of the program on negotiation of the Harvard Law School dedicated a whole special issue in early 2019 to the potential impact of President Trumps approach to hard bargaining and the unilateral use of power in negotiations \[[@CR13]\]. In this context, Pruitt \[[@CR64]\] recognizes the need for a better understanding of the role of time in negotiations.

While power is a multifaceted concept and individual threads of research exist, the basic foundations were laid by French and Raven \[[@CR26], [@CR68]\] and Emerson \[[@CR21]\]. Within negotiation research, authors have contributed in different fields with very specific concepts such as Rubinstein \[[@CR59], [@CR70]\], Nash in game theory \[[@CR54], [@CR55]\] and Fisher and Ury in conflict resolution \[[@CR24]\]. Howard Raiffa is regarded to be the first to establish a comprehensive and cross-disciplinary approach to negotiation research \[[@CR65], [@CR66]\] where he identified time and information as potential sources of power alongside the importance of alternatives. Building upon this, Eichstädt et al. \[[@CR18]\] very recently provided a first approach to compare drivers of negotiation power. In parallel, Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\] added status and social capital to the list of potential negotiation power drivers.

Many researchers state that negotiation power is solely defined by the "best alternative to a negotiated agreement", the so-called BATNA. The simple intuition here is that the better one's alternatives, the better one's position of power in a negotiation \[[@CR71]\]. The obvious appeal of this concept has resulted in a certain lack of empirical studies that examine power drivers beyond the BATNA concept, thereby hampering the assessment of the strength of individual power drivers \[[@CR42], [@CR46]\]. This is confirmed by Agndal et al. \[[@CR2]\] who list only six (1.2%) relevant studies in a meta-analysis of 490 studies on business negotiations. Moreover, the studies do not shed light on the drivers of bargaining power but rather on the effects of having power \[[@CR2]\]. Unfortunately, there is not even a reliable framework to measure negotiation power or compare the force of different sources of power. In view of this, the strengths of distinct bargaining power drivers have not been compared to each other systematically \[[@CR7]\].

Following the thoughts of Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\], this paper focuses on comparing two distinct sources of power: alternatives and time. Time plays an especially vital role in most buyer-supplier contracts. Typically, one side has a bigger interest to close the contract and win the business. Maybe it is a buyer to ensure production needs to start soon, or maybe it is a sales agent, trying to ensure he gets his bonus. In Just-in-Time based industries, companies put themselves under the risk of coming under heavy pressure of suppliers, if they threaten to stop supply briefly \[[@CR63]\]. In project-based industries, such as the energy sector and wind farm construction, delivery timing forms an essential part of contracts and requires special attention throughout the respective project \[[@CR15]\]. The importance of time is also highlighted by professional negotiation advisors who are very successful in negotiation consulting, but do not actively publish in the scientific arena \[[@CR28], [@CR82]\]. In order to facilitate the analysis and comparison of power levers in negotiations, we propose a simple concept allowing the magnitude of different power levers to be evaluated by manipulating the levers across otherwise stable experimental settings. Moving towards the empirical study, the paper firstly provides a definition of social power before taking a look at the concepts at hand when it comes to alternatives and time in negotiation research. In doing so, attention is directed at the experimental design of previous studies. Our experimental design aims to incorporate the findings from previous studies while remaining realistic so as not to dilute practical implications. In this way, a dyadic, multi-issue and face-to-face buyer-seller negotiation is simulated. The paper closes with the derivation of theoretical and practical implications and suggests ways to further explore the driving forces of negotiation power.

Theoretical Background {#Sec2}
======================

Definition of Power. {#FPar1}
--------------------

Power is the regulative mechanism of our existence defining the lines of human interaction and thus driving business interactions as well \[[@CR84]\]. Max Weber defined power as: "the possibility of imposing one's will upon the behavior of other persons" \[[@CR86], p. 21\]. Keltner et al. \[[@CR39]\] sharpen the understanding by saying that it is one's relative ability to change others' attitudes \[[@CR39], [@CR40]\]. In particular, the relational aspect of power cannot be stressed enough; it is the cornerstone of Emerson's power dependence theory and also the key to Dahl's concept of power \[[@CR14], [@CR21]\]. The first question regarding the origin of power has been discussed extensively in literature and received a comprehensive and continuously evolving framework from French and Raven. However, the effects of various power instruments in negotiations received limited attention, especially in the field of management. Only very recently have Reimann, Shen and Kaufmann \[[@CR69]\] looked into the effects of power use in buyer-supplier relationships and the use and effects of applying coercive power \[[@CR69]\].

Alternatives and BATNA in Negotiation. {#FPar2}
--------------------------------------

Most individuals intuitively agree that having an alternative in a negotiation increases one's power. In his power dependence theory, Emerson laid the groundwork for the BATNA concept as he states that one's power is subject to mutual dependence on each other \[[@CR21]--[@CR23]\]. Consequently, having an alternative unilaterally reduces the dependence of one stakeholder and thus increases his/her bargaining power. A large number of studies have investigated the impact of alternatives in negotiation with different moderating factors pointing to the conclusion that alternatives improve one's position of power. Nevertheless, the variance in experimental setting makes it hard to compare the different and sometimes contradictory results. Moreover, even though the concept of BATNA seems to be rather simplistic, the operationalization is not and Sebenius states that BATNA can be "problematic, limiting and even misleading" \[[@CR72], p. 1\].

Over recent decades, BATNA has been operationalized in many ways but no systematic approach dominates research. These manipulations led to a variety of findings which are ambiguous in some respects \[[@CR41]\]. In particular, a lively discussion has formed on the effect of alternatives in terms of the integrativeness of an agreement \[[@CR89]\]. Sondak and Bazerman \[[@CR74]\] and later Pinkley et al. \[[@CR62]\] concluded that an asymmetric power structure leads to a better joint outcome. Both studies involved a job contract negotiation and were conducted with graduate students but their manipulation was slightly different in that three conditions (high, low or no BATNA) were included in the study of Pinkley et al. \[[@CR62]\] contrasted with two BATNA conditions in the study of Sondak and Bazerman \[[@CR74]\]. The opposing camp argues that a symmetric power structure leads to a better joint outcome because the frequency of exchange is increased which generates more positive emotions \[[@CR45], [@CR49]\].

Multiple studies have dealt with situational factors which can be grouped into three categories: 1) Negotiator's characteristics, 2) Negotiator's decision making, and 3) Other endogenous factors. Studies in the first category involve the impact of emotions \[[@CR81]\], social motivation \[[@CR29], [@CR88]\], self-efficacy and goal orientation \[[@CR1], [@CR6]\]. The studies show that emotions alter concession-making behavior and that an individualistic vs. pro-social motivation leads to more or less competitive negotiation behavior \[[@CR29], [@CR81]\]. Having a specific goal or self-efficacy or even both leads to a better individual outcome \[[@CR1]\]. Studies on the effect of risky choices \[[@CR44]\], choice of negotiation tactic \[[@CR4]\] and initiation of the negotiation \[[@CR47]\] fall into the second category \[[@CR43]\]. Especially noteworthy is the finding of Magee et al. \[[@CR47]\] which shows that high-power negotiators are more likely to make the first offer. The final category encompasses endogenous factors that are not directly influenced by the negotiating parties themselves. The studies include the impact of the role of negotiators, size of the bargaining zone, initial offer, and knowledge of the power and quality of BATNA \[[@CR11], [@CR17], [@CR30], [@CR61], [@CR85]\]. For the paper at hand, the impact of role is especially interesting and is reviewed by Olekalns \[[@CR58]\] who concludes that under equal conditions buyers outperform sellers in terms of profit per transaction, total profit, and number of transactions \[[@CR5], [@CR20], [@CR57]\]. Similarly, Neale et al. \[[@CR36]\] support this finding by saying that buyers outperform sellers in symmetrical power negotiation in which they manipulated the role information of the parties \[[@CR36]\]. Moreover, Eliashberg et al. \[[@CR20]\] showed that buyers are perceived as having more power than sellers and reach higher profits in a buyer-seller negotiation on ski caps. In brief, the finding that buyers outperform sellers seems to be robust, as shown by the manipulation of moderating factors such as goal setting or framing \[[@CR36], [@CR48]\]. In addition to this, an interesting study by Schaerer et al. \[[@CR71]\] demonstrated that having multiple alternatives might actually decrease your individual outcome.

All the above-mentioned studies show that alternatives in negotiation are, at first glance, a well-researched topic. Still, they do not answer the question as to whether and to what extent alternatives are a main driver of bargaining power. Additionally, in the review of Agndal et al. \[[@CR2]\] alternatives are neither directly related to power in negotiation nor covered in a separate chapter, which indicates that little attention is paid to alternatives as a source of bargaining power.

Time in Negotiation. {#FPar3}
--------------------

Even though time dictates the rhythm at which the world operates, it did not receive much attention in negotiation context until 1985. Back then, game theorist Ariel Rubinstein formalized an abstract idea into a concrete concept of either fixed bargaining costs per round or time-dependent costs that reflect the preferences of the negotiating parties. In the case of fixed bargaining costs, the parties would arrive at an equilibrium because the party with greater time preference would settle immediately in order to avoid unnecessary costs. In contrast, Rubinstein \[[@CR70]\] describes time-dependent costs in terms of a discount factor δ~i~^t^ ≤ 1. This would mean that after two negotiation rounds, party 1 would receive δ~1~^2^ x and party 2 would receive δ~2~^2^ x. The party with the lower discount factor therefore has an advantage and can use this against the more impatient party \[[@CR59], [@CR67], [@CR70]\].

The cost per round described above is by no means the only trigger of time pressure. Equally well known are approaching deadlines \[[@CR32], [@CR50], [@CR51], [@CR60]\]. Additionally, time pressure can arise from threats \[[@CR73]\], intervention of third parties \[[@CR3]\] or the value of other opportunities for negotiators \[[@CR12]\]. While people certainly react differently to time pressure, it is assumed that three strategies to cope with it are applied: 1) Acceleration -- To accelerate information processing, 2) Filtration -- To only select information perceived as important for processing, and 3) Omission -- To use cognitive heuristics and apply a damage minimization strategy \[[@CR9], [@CR31], [@CR33], [@CR38], [@CR76], [@CR87]\].

Despite the undisputable importance of time in negotiation research, Rubinstein's pioneering work was neither the starting point for a series of game-theoretical contributions to time pressure in negotiation nor the kick-off of systematic research in another negotiation research field. Looking at the game-theoretical contributions to this topic, Mosterd and Rutte \[[@CR53]\] found out that negotiators who act on behalf of somebody else negotiate more competitively under high time pressure. Similarly, Sutter, Kocher and Strauß \[[@CR78]\] examined the effect of time pressure on negotiation behavior and saw that the rejection rates increased under high time pressure. They therefore concluded that time pressure in situations that are new to the parties involved leads to losses in efficiency. In the same year, Gneezy, Haruvy and Roth \[[@CR32]\] showed that agreements are usually reached at the end of a deadline. While all of the game-theoretical results give us an indication about the general perception of time pressure and its influence on a negotiation, the generalizability of the findings to real-world negotiations is limited due to their specific assumptions (e.g. complete information) and negotiation setting (e.g. ultimatum game).

Non-game-theoretical studies attempted to examine the following: 1) Effect of time pressure and motivational orientation on integrative negotiation \[[@CR8]\], 2) Effect of time pressure and information on the negotiation process \[[@CR77]\], 3) Effect of time pressure on information processing \[[@CR16]\], and 4) Effect of revealing time pressure on the actual outcomes \[[@CR52]\]. Even though Carnevale and Lawler \[[@CR8]\] and De Dreu \[[@CR16]\] applied different negotiation settings, both studies suggest that time pressure and an individualistic orientation lead to more impasses and in general more competitive behavior. Additionally, Stuhlmacher and Champagne \[[@CR77]\] demonstrated with their experiment that time pressure reduces the response time and that having additional information about the other party leads to a negotiation advantage \[[@CR77]\]. An interesting and at first glance counterintuitive result is provided in studies of Moore \[[@CR52]\]. The studies showed that revealing a deadline has a positive impact on the negotiation outcome because the concession making is faster and less time is wasted as a result.

Consequently, the studies on time pressure in negotiation provide valuable insights but they do not offer a definitive answer that can be applied to all scenarios. Additionally, the operationalization of time pressure is not addressed in a concise way, which calls into question the validity of some of the results. The fact that only the study of Moore \[[@CR52]\] simultaneously imposed time costs and deadlines is especially troublesome. The lack of systematic research is also documented by the study of Agndal et al. \[[@CR2]\] which shows that only nine out of 490 studies involved time pressure in negotiation. The research gap is widened when one considers the limited use of professionals and typical buyer-seller negotiation settings. There is therefore no study that manipulates time pressure in a buyer-seller negotiation with multiple negotiation issues involving students and professionals as participants.

Empirical Study {#Sec3}
===============

Method {#Sec4}
------

### Negotiation Setting. {#FPar4}

In order to test the initial hypothesis, a face-to-face negotiation was simulated based on a real-life negotiation on the purchase/sale of corrugated boxes. The experiment includes 50 participants negotiating one on one, of which 68% were male and 32% were female. It was conducted at HHL Leipzig Graduate School of Management and within the scope of an executive training program for HelloFresh AG, which means that a student sample and a professional buyer sample were involved in the experiment. The students were motivated by offering them the possibility to exchange their negotiated outcome for pens of varying quality. The professionals were motivated by both the distribution of chocolate coins based on their performance as well as their fear of losing face in front of their colleagues. The best negotiators were announced publicly and received special recognition of their achievement by the senior management. Additionally, at the beginning of the experiment it was stressed that their performance would be measured based on their individual results. This amplified the individualistic orientation of the participants. In order to reduce the effects of cognitive biases, individuals received an introduction to behavioral economics including the anchoring and framing effect. The parties did not receive any information on their opponents such as age, previous education, etc., as it was assumed that the exposure to the specific negotiation setting was comparable for both negotiation training courses (at HHL Leipzig Graduate School of Management or as part of the executive training program). However, professional buyers in the executive training program had a generally larger exposure to professional negotiations than the students (Professional buyers and students were not mixed in the experiment). Prior to the negotiation, the setup was tested with several dyads with students from HHL Leipzig Graduate School of Management in order to calibrate the time cost and the alternative. Generally, the setting followed an experiment conducted by Eichstädt et al. \[[@CR18]\] who applied different power manipulations in executive training programs in the automotive sector. In contrast to the earlier experiments, the following experiment tested more significant manipulations of time costs and compared the negotiation outcome of having increased time costs with having a BATNA.

### Negotiation Task. {#FPar5}

Simulating a real-life negotiation, the participants were randomly assigned to one of two roles (buyer or seller) and had to negotiate the following three issues: price (for 10 pieces in €), payment (days), and minimum order quantity per week. The negotiation was largely based on a real case that was conducted a while ago at HelloFresh. Participants were placed directly opposite one another and were allowed to communicate freely and exchange all the given information. The design aims to be as close as possible to a real negotiation in order to increase the ecological validity and with that the relevance of the implications.

### Negotiation Rounds. {#FPar6}

The experiment extends over three negotiation rounds which lasted a maximum of 15 min and involved time costs amounting to 0.25 points per minute (excluding the third case). The dyads were not mixed in between the rounds. During the different rounds, the following manipulations were applied:**1**^**st**^ **round:** No manipulation -- Parties received information about their own reservation points.**2**^**nd**^ **round**: Manipulation of alternative -- Buyers ould exit the negotiation and take an alternative worth 75% of the available ZOPA. Sellers did not know about the alternative and did not receive one.**3**^**rd**^ **round:** Manipulation of time pressure -- Time costs were doubled for buyers reaching 0.5 points per minute. Time costs for sellers were not changed (0.25 points per minute). Parties received no alternative (BATNA).

### Dependent Variable. {#FPar7}

Performance was solely measured based on the payoff structure, which was determined by the ZOPA and the required time. In other words, the party who is able to claim most of the ZOPA in the shortest amount of time achieves the best outcome. A maximum of 10 points representing 100% of the ZOPA could be reached per round. If the parties did not reach an agreement within 15 min or decided to end the negotiation without an agreement, zero points were awarded. Assuming that a seller claims 60% of the ZOPA within five minutes, an outcome of 4.75 points would be reached (six points from ZOPA -- 1.25 points time cost; see Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}). Payoffs were symmetric so that there was no specific integrative solution and the negotiation was purely distributive.Fig. 1.Payoff matrix.Source: Own illustration.

### Power Manipulation. {#FPar8}

In the second round, buyers received an alternative representing 75% of the ZOPA. The fairly good option of receiving 75% of the ZOPA was chosen to ensure that negotiators perceive the alternative as attractive. This manipulation was chosen to give one party substantial leverage stemming from an alternative but still leaving scope to gain a superior result with the opposing party. Additionally, the design ensured easy comprehensibility of the alternative by handing the exact features of the alternative to the participants and not manipulating the likelihood of receiving the alternative \[[@CR62]\].

In the third and final round, time costs were altered. Imposing time costs rather than manipulating the deadline was chosen because of three major shortcomings of deadlines. First and foremost, deadlines can only be symmetric which means that if one party stops negotiating then the negotiation ends for both parties \[[@CR52]\]. Moreover, deadlines are perceived very differently and thus the resulting behavior varies \[[@CR50], [@CR75]\]. In this regard, buyers had to negotiate under twice as much time costs as sellers in this experiment and so 0.5 points per minute were deducted from their result. This approach is based on the reasoning of the Rubinstein model but uses penalties instead of discounting to simplify the decision making for participants. Pretests within the range of manipulation of previous studies were used to calibrate alternatives and time pressure.

Results {#Sec5}
-------

### Preliminary Note. {#FPar9}

The results for the professional and student groups are reported separately using an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The effects of the manipulation of time and alternatives are shown in Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} and Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}. These illustrate means of negotiated agreement, role of negotiators, number of dyads, standard deviations, F-statistics, and p-values.Table 1.Results of student sampleStudent group (*total of 32 participants or 16 dyads)*ManipulationMean (standard deviation)F-ratiop-valueSellerBuyerBase3.9844 (3.52428)1.5000 (2.03715)5.960.21Alternative favoring the buyer2.7656 (4.92736)3.24033 (3.24033).550.464Time pressure favoring the seller4.2813 (2.32357)1.92246 (1.92246)5.980.021 Table 2.Results of professional sampleProfessional group *(total of 18 participants or 9 dyads)*ManipulationMean (standard deviation)F-ratiop-valueSellerBuyerBase1.0833 (1.9243)2.3611 (2.6900)1.343.263Alternative favoring the buyer1.4444 (2.1278)3.6944 (2.6832)3.885.066Time pressure favoring the seller2.111 (2.8038)3.333 (3.3166).713.411

**Manipulation Check.**[1](#Fn1){ref-type="fn"} After the actual negotiation, participants were asked to fill out a short questionnaire revealing their perceived relative power and time pressure (from "very low" to "very high") across the different cases. The perceived power shows that buyers report significantly higher power in the alternative case than sellers, which indicates a successful manipulation (Buyer: M = 7.63, SD = 1.996; Seller: M = 2.94, SD = 1.731; F(1, 30) = 50.373, p \< 0.000). In the same manner, the results reveal a successful manipulation of time pressure because buyers report significantly higher perceived time pressure in the last case (Buyer: M = 8.88, SD = .885; Seller: M = 2.44, SD = 1.672; F(1, 30) = 185.256, p \< 0.000). Similarly, sellers report higher perceived power in the last case in which buyers are under time pressure (Buyer: M = 3.06, SD = 1.436; Seller: M = 6.25, SD = 1.949; F(1, 30) = 27.729, p \< 0.000).

### Effects of Manipulation of Alternatives on Negotiated Outcome. {#FPar10}

The manipulation of alternatives leads to a better performance of buyers in the student group but the effect is not significant (Seller: M = 2.7656, SD = 4.9273; Buyer: M = 3.2403, SD = 3.2403; F(1, 30) = 0.550, p = 0.464).

In contrast to this, a significant result can be observed in the professional group. Buyers outperform sellers and score a mean negotiated outcome of 3.69 while sellers only reach 1.44 (Seller: M = 1.4444, SD = 2.1278; Buyer: M = 3.6944, SD = 2.6832; F(1, 16) = 3.885, p = 0.066). Additionally, the buyers in both groups performed better having a BATNA compared to the base case.

The findings thus indicate that professionals and students cope differently with the manipulated situation. Professional buyers seem to be able to make better use of alternatives than students.

### Effects of Manipulation of Time on Negotiated Outcome. {#FPar11}

An opposing result in the student and professional groups can be observed here too. Buyers in the student sample who are under severe time pressure are outperformed by their opponent (Seller: M = 4.2813, SD = 2.3235; Buyer: M = 1.9224, SD = 1.9224; F(1, 30) = 5.980, p = 0.021). This does not hold true for the professional sample in which buyers outperform sellers regardless of their time pressure (Seller: M = 2.111, SD = 2.8038; Buyer: M = 3.333, SD = 3.3166; F(1, 16) = 0.713, p = 0.411). Additionally, the sellers in both groups performed better having less time pressure compared to the results of the base case.

Consequently, time pressure has a significant effect on the performance of negotiators in the student sample while professionals seem to be able to counteract the pressure.

Discussion {#Sec6}
==========

The findings are important, both from a practical and a theoretical perspective. Most significantly they sharpen the understanding of drivers of bargaining power and compare their strength. By doing so, the results provide valuable insights for negotiators into the effects of time pressure and negotiation. Moreover, the experiment shows that students and professionals react differently to power manipulations which highlights the importance of negotiation training. From a theoretical perspective, the paper expands on the thoughts of conceptual papers, for example those of Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\] and Fleming and Hawes \[[@CR25]\]. Additionally, the novel experimental setting contributes to general negotiation research and the ongoing discussion on the validity of student-based experiments.

Practical Implications. {#FPar12}
-----------------------

The results of previous research have shown that power has a decisive impact on the negotiated result. Additionally, power is a key driver determining many buyer-supplier relationships (BSRs) where we often find a situation where one party (a supplier or buyer) can dominate the relationship based on a better position of power and less dependence \[[@CR79]\]. With the identification of two drivers of bargaining power, time pressure and alternatives, the study sensitizes negotiators to the importance of assessing the impact of both on their individual position of power. In fact, an interesting real-life example of managers underestimating the effect of time on the power balance in negotiations could be observed in the German automotive industry in 2016. The relatively small supplier Prevent forced Europe's biggest carmaker Volkswagen to shut down its plants for almost a week by stopping supply after Volkswagen refused to pay for investments in a joint project (VW says 6 plants hit by production stoppages, 2016) \[[@CR63], [@CR83]\]. Ultimately, the final agreement was perceived as a bad deal for Volkswagen and a big success for Prevent and shows that negotiation outcomes are not just driven by classical definitions of power like size, economic power and potential to use coercion and reward \[[@CR69]\].

Overall, the fact that both time and alternatives influence negotiation power to a certain extent underlines the opportunity for buyers and sellers to develop negotiation strategies, which strengthens their relative power along these lines. The effect of time pressure indicates that managers should pay special attention to the scheduling of negotiations and time management within negotiation. One can create artificial deadlines by defining a specific schedule for the negotiation or scheduling the departure of the negotiation team. While time pressure is perceived by most people as problematic and limiting, it is a two-edged sword which might have an upside. If the negotiation itself creates value for both parties then finding an agreement as fast as possible is beneficial for the two of them \[[@CR52]\].

The specific experimental setting involving students and professionals gives us the opportunity to compare their behavior. Students were more affected by the power manipulations which indicates that experience and training are important to withstand an inferior negotiation setting of time pressure or having no alternative. In this way, the study highlights the importance of negotiation training for professional buyers and sellers. The lack of systematic negotiation training is also highlighted in a study by Herbst and Voeth \[[@CR35]\] which states that 70% of all respondents did not receive any. In addition, 62% of the surveyed executives stated that they were not prepared for upcoming negotiation tasks by their employer.

Theoretical Implications. {#FPar13}
-------------------------

In theoretical terms, the most important contribution of the study lies in the investigation of drivers of bargaining power. It is the first study to address the question of which power lever is the strongest. Nonetheless, the findings are not unambiguous since a tendency can be observed that alternatives seem to have an effect in both groups. While students appear to be especially affected by time pressure, professionals can adjust to it and make better use of the provided alternative. This raises the question as to whether experience on the part of the negotiators actually influences the force and impact of negotiation power. The results could indicate that more experienced and professional negotiators benefit from two effects. Firstly, they are able to better use negotiation power with regard to alternatives to their advantage and, secondly, it seems that they are less easily influenced by time pressure to make significant concessions too willingly.

The novelty of the study at hand is also emphasized when looking at the conceptual paper of Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\]. They state that while there are many studies on the effect of power, there is no common understanding of what power actually is. Based on a literature review, they define alternatives, information, status and social capital as sources of bargaining power. Our study builds on those findings by adding time as a fifth source of bargaining power and gives an empirical foundation for defining alternatives and time as drivers of bargaining power \[[@CR27]\]. It also provides a framework to actually measure the relevance of different sources of power, which can additionally be applied to compare those drivers identified by Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\].

In an article recently published by Fleming and Hawes \[[@CR25]\], a negotiation scorecard consisting of 14 situational factors is described which should help to identify an appropriate negotiation strategy. While the authors name timing and power as a determinant of one's strategy, they fail to describe the driving forces behind power and thus complicate the applicability of their concept. Our finding that both time and alternatives are key drivers of bargaining power helps to substantiate the conceptual thoughts and the applicability of the scorecard \[[@CR25]\]. Together with a broader assessment of power sources, it could be a useful extension of the scorecard which would help to assess the position of power in advance.

With this considered, the study not only contributes to power in negotiation itself but also to the discussion as to whether student-based experiments are appropriate by applying the same negotiation task to a group of students and professional buyers. Herbst and Schwarz \[[@CR34]\] have shown that untrained students are outperformed by experienced managers as well as trained students. While our experiment yields comparable evidence, the novelty lies in the negotiation setting. Instead of an online negotiation which might distort the negotiation results, we applied a face-to-face negotiation. Additionally, we manipulated power levers (time and alternatives) to imitate a real negotiation in which power asymmetries exist. The importance of negotiation experience is also shown by a meta-analysis conducted by ElShenawy \[[@CR19]\] which demonstrates that negotiators with extensive negotiation training perform better.

The importance and novelty of this design is also supported by the results of Agndal et al. \[[@CR2]\] who point out that only 5.7% of negotiation studies involve both students and professionals. Looking solely at simulations and experiments, only 2.7% (five out of 192) include students and professionals. Moreover, none of the five studies involves a setting in which alternatives and/or time are manipulated.

In addition to this, the findings are important because the experimental design is based on a real negotiation, which gives the participants context. The results thus offer greater relevance compared to experiments based on completely artificial settings \[[@CR10], [@CR56], [@CR80]\].

Limitations. {#FPar14}
------------

Even though the experimental design aimed to incorporate the findings of previous studies, the results must be couched in the caveats of laboratory experiments.

Firstly, the design incorporated only three issues to ensure that the context is easily understandable for everyone. This setting cannot always be observed in reality where buyer-seller negotiations are much more complex and involve a higher number of issues to be negotiated which can hardly be measured on a scale. Secondly, the negotiation was a one-on-one negotiation, meaning that the negotiators were not able to discuss their approach with other individuals. In a typical buyer-seller negotiation, the parties consist of multiple individuals and often multiple rounds, so the decision making might be altered.

Furthermore, the magnitude of calibration of the power manipulation can be discussed because for both manipulations strong empirical evidence or systematic research is missing. As the time manipulation depends on whether a party actually perceives time pressure, it is especially cumbersome to manipulate it in a way that all participants perceive time pressure. Additionally, it could be insightful to include a more thorough analysis of the influence of time pressure on satisfaction or the perceived relationship. Finally, over the course of three rounds of negotiations, learning effects might occur which distort the behavior of the later rounds compared to that of the first.

Future Research. {#FPar15}
----------------

This study is a stepping stone towards a systematic investigation of the different power levers in negotiations. In order to improve the validity of results, several measures need to be taken. Firstly, the experiment should be extended to a higher number of participants from both groups of students and professionals. In addition, it would be recommended to actually measure and quantify the amount of experience, status and knowledge the professionals have in order to test if this alters the impact of negotiation power in line with the findings of Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\]. Secondly, research on the perception of time pressure and alternatives should be intensified in order to derive a comprehensive approach and calibrate those drivers for research. Thirdly, we have to keep in mind that buyer-seller negotiations always involve humans and the perception of power is thus central to understanding power. Additional research on perception could clarify the underlying cognitive mechanism and help negotiators in their preparations. Finally, additional research should broaden the consideration of other power drivers such as information or social capital to examine their effect and relative strength. The methodology laid out could be easily adapted to measure the impact of sources of negotiation power as put forth by Galinsky et al. \[[@CR27]\].

Due to time constraints, no self-assessment was conducted for the executive training program at HelloFresh. Consequently, the manipulation check is limited to the student sample.
